sives. The relationship between the samples is explained on page 87 (Tatian) and page 165 (Isidor). If we recalculate these percentages using the subtotals and totals from the same samples (those on pages 97 and 171), they come out as follows (reviewer's percentages in parentheses): 84.3% (81.6%), 99.6% (96.7%), 92.5% (66.0%) and 100.0% (76.8%). The only percentage on page 196 of the review calculated using data from the same sample would be the 13% figure (wrongly shown as ‚1,3%') mentioned above.
Recap of the book's method and conclusions
In the study I used Latin-OHG translations to analyse the Aktionsart value of the various forms of the OHG periphrastic passive. The main focus was on the Tatian and Isidor translations. My basic approach was to classify the Aktionsart of each Latin passive and see whether the corresponding OHG passive was formed with uuesan or uuerdan. I then inferred the Aktionsart value(s) of the different OHG passive forms, using three broad Aktionsart categories: eventive, resultative and stative.
1 One problem I faced was the large number of Latin passives whose Aktionsart was ambiguous. An example of an eventive/stative ambiguity is the passive of abscondo (see page 96) which, like the English hide, can refer to the act of concealment (eventive) or the state of keeping something/someone concealed (stative). The other main type of ambiguity was between eventive and resultative Aktionsart, and related particularly to the Latin perfectum; for example, ‚Multi…sunt vocati' (see page 119) may be read as ‚have been called' (eventive) or ‚are called ' (resultative) . If the context did not disambiguate the Aktionsart of the Latin passives, I classified them as ‚ambiguous'. I showed these ambiguous cases in tables throughout my analysis, although I based my conclusions on the unambiguous evidence. My study took the form of a hypothesis test. The basic hypothesis was that the distribution of uuesan and uuerdan passives among the Aktionsart categories would reflect the compositional semantics of the copular verbs ‚to be' or ‚to become' on the one hand and the passive participle on the other. Under this ‚ungrammaticalized model', I expected uuesan passives to be used for eventive,  1 These labels are shorthand for categories defined more precisely on page 24 of the study. ‚Eventives' denote transitional situations, e. g. ‚is opened' in the sense of NHG wird geöffnet. Both ‚resultatives' and ‚statives' denote non-transitional situations; ‚resultatives' are situations resulting from a transitional event, e. g. ‚is opened' in the sense of NHG ist geöffnet; ‚statives' denote other non-transitional situations, e. g. ‚is loved, respected, contained' but they also include what are sometimes called ‚activities' or ‚processes', e. g. ‚is carried, watched, sought'. resultative and stative Aktionsart, but uuerdan passives to be used only for eventive Aktionsart. I also hypothesized that departures from this model would reflect one or more processes of grammaticalization which are widely held to characterize the passive after the OHG period. Two of these processes particularly concern us here because they are the ones discussed by the reviewer. The first is what I called ‚copular alignment', which is the tendency for only uuesan passives to be used for stative or resultative Aktionsart and only uuerdan passives to be used for eventive Aktionsart. The second, called ‚uuerdan auxiliarization', is the tendency for uuerdan, when used in the passive, to lose the transitional meaning it has outside the passive, and to be employed for both eventive and stative (but not resultative) Aktionsart. The combination of these two processes leads to the distribution of the sein and werden passive in modern German, with eventive (i. e. transitional) passives being formed with werden (e. g. wird geöffnet), resultative passives with sein (e. g. ist geöffnet), and stative (i. e. nontransitional, non-resultative) passives being formed with one or the other, e. g. ist enthalten, wird getragen, and sometimes with either, e. g. ist/wird gesucht.
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I came to the following findings about the passives in the OHG Tatian and OHG Isidor translations: In the OHG Tatian both uuesan and uuerdan passives are used to translate eventive Latin passives, but only uuesan passives are (with a single exception) used to translate Latin stative or resultative passives. In other words the distribution of uuesan and uuerdan passives in the OHG Tatian conforms to the ‚ungrammaticalized model'. In the OHG Isidor, by contrast, there is a clearer division of function between uuesan and uuerdan passives: only uuerdan is used to translate Latin eventive passives, while only uuesan is used to translate Latin stative and resultative passives. On this basis I argued that there was evidence in the OHG Isidor of ‚copular alignment'. However, since in neither the OHG Tatian nor the OHG Isidor was there any sign that uuerdan, when used in the passive, had lost its meaning of ‚becoming', I argued that there was no evidence in either work for ‚uuerdan auxiliarization'.
Methodological points raised in the review
The reviewer correctly points out (page 195) that 43.2% of all Tatian passives are classed as ‚ambiguous' and 66.6% of all Isidor passives, and goes on to suggest that I should have given more weight to these ambiguous cases, and thereby avoided presenting a distorted picture of the evidence. In particular she (2006: 551-562) for the distribution of the sein and werden passive.
argues that, if the Latin passives whose Aktionsart is ambiguous are included in the analysis, the conclusions are not so clear-cut. My problem with this approach is that the ambiguous cases should not be included at all because they have no explanatory power, and that the reviewer has in fact chosen readings of the ambiguous cases which ensure that the conclusions are not clear-cut.
Before discussing these methodological points I should like to show that, even on the basis that the reviewer has chosen to interpret the ambiguous Latin passives, part of her conclusion is invalidated by one of the errors mentioned in "Errors and inconsistencies" above. The reviewer states on page 196 that, in the OHG Tatian, the percentage of uuerdan passives that translate Latin stative passives is 7.8% (this would be 8.1% if the subtotals and total from the same table on page 97 had been used -see "Errors and inconsistencies" above). She goes on to write, "Nur 1,3% aller ‚stative-Aktionsart'-Passive werden im Isidor mit uuerdan gebildet, d. h. im Vergleich zum Tatian treten im Isidor weitaus weniger ‚uuerdan-stative-Aktionsart'-Passive auf, so dass wohl eher im späteren Tatian von einer Grammatikalisierung des stativen Passivs mit uuerdan gesprochen werden kann als im Isidor" (page 196).
The reviewer is arguing here that the Tatian translation shows greater evidence of ‚uuerdan auxiliarization' than the Isidor translation. However, this percentage should be 13% (see "Errors and inconsistencies" above; and this is not, in fact, the percentage of stative passives translated by uuerdan, but the percentage of uuerdan passives that translate Latin statives). If we take 13% for the OHG Isidor as against 7.8% (or, rather, 8.1%) for the OHG Tatian, the OHG Isidor actually shows greater evidence of uuerdan auxiliarization than the OHG Tatian, which is the opposite of what the reviewer claims.
The more general issue here is one of methodology. As explained above, the classification of some Latin passives as ‚ambiguous' reflects both the lexical ambiguity of some verbs (e. g. abscondo may be classed as eventive or stative) and the ambiguity of the Latin tense system in terms of Aktionsart (e. g. the perfectum of some verbs may be classified as eventive or resultative). If the reader accepts, as a hypothesis, my ‚ungrammaticalized model' (together with the precise departures from it, which represent processes of grammaticalization), and also agrees with my classification of the Latin passives according to their Aktionsart, then he or she must also accept that the ambiguous cases reflect the fact that the two languages encode different grammatical categories in their passive systems. This is not, in itself, a weakness of methodology. (In fact the percentages should be 22.6% and 8.1% respectively using the totals in the table on page 97 -see "Errors and inconsistencies" above). Later on the same page we are shown what would happen if we interpreted all the ambiguously eventive/stative and all the ambiguously eventive/resultative passives as eventive (along with the passives which are unambiguously eventive), and the reviewer writes: "Unter Einbezug der zweifelhaften Fälle besitzen im Tatian 81,6% aller uuesan-Passive und 96,7% aller uuerdan-Passive eventive Aktionsart." (Here the percentages, based on the totals in the table on page 97, should be 84.3% and 99.6% respectively -see "Errors and inconsistencies" above).
 to be is used widely for both eventive and resultative passives, whereas NHG makes a distinction between them (e g. the door was opened can correspond to die Tür wurde geöffnet or die Tür war geöffnet). If English passives such as this were not disambiguated by context, they would be useless to our analysis of the NHG passive, because they could be read either way. The fact that there were a large number of such passives in English in our corpus would not invalidate our analysis, as long as we also had a sufficiently large number of unambiguous cases.
Part of the problem with this approach is that, by choosing a stative interpretation for one part of the analysis, and an eventive interpretation for another, the reviewer has double-counted some of the ambiguous cases: this is obvious from the fact that, if we take the two statements together, the total of both uuesan and uuerdan passives is over 100%.
The greater problem is that the basis on which the reviewer has chosen to interpret the ambiguous Latin passives is one-sided. It would have been just as easy to do the opposite: thus, when calculating the percentage of uuesan and uuerdan passives which translate statives, she could have read all ambiguously eventive/stative Latin passives as eventive rather than stative, and when calculating the percentage which translate eventive passives, she could have read all ambiguously eventive/stative and eventive/resultative passives as non-eventive rather than eventive. To illustrate this point I have set out in an appendix two ways of showing the distribution (by Aktionsart category) of uuesan and uuerdan passives assuming that the ambiguous cases are included: first, according to the reviewer's approach and, second, according to an approach in which the opposite reading of the ambiguous cases is taken. This is merely to show how misleading it is to assign these ambiguous cases to any single category: as I argue above, their ambiguity deprives them of explanatory power. But if the ambiguous Latin passives are to be interpreted in two ways, for illustrative purposes, then each of the two interpretations should be applied, separately, to them all.
However, I fully accept the view, implicit in the reviewer's comments, that the differing amounts of unambiguous evidence should have been more clearly acknowledged. In the Appendix I have reproduced summary tables from the study showing the distribution of uuesan and uuerdan passives by Aktionsart category in the OHG Tatian and OHG Isidor. The large number of unambiguously eventive and stative passives in the OHG Tatian is enough, I believe, to support my claim that both uuesan and uuerdan are widely used to translate eventive passives, and that uuesan is overwhelmingly preferred in translating stative passives. However, although the unambiguously resultative passives are all translated with uuesan, the fact that there are only five of them limits the confidence with which any conclusions can be drawn, and this should have been stressed in the study. As for the OHG Isidor, with the 28 unambiguously eventive passives translated exclusively by uuerdan, I believe that there are good grounds for arguing that this represents a very strong preference by the translator. However, while the unambiguously stative and resultative passives are all translated with uuesan, the fact that they number three in total must, again, limit the scope to draw conclusions, and this should have been highlighted.
Conclusion
The existence of ambiguous evidence does not in itself undermine the conclusions drawn from the unambiguous evidence. I have argued above that, according to my Aktionsart-based model, the ambiguous Latin passives could have been read arbitrarily in either of two ways by the OHG translators, and for this reason they have no explanatory power for the distribution of uuesan and uuerdan passives according to their Aktionsart. The existence of large numbers of ambiguous passives reflects the fact that the Latin and OHG verb systems do not encode the same Aktionsart categories, and is not, in itself, a methodological weakness.
What matters is not the amount of ambiguous evidence, but the amount of unambiguous evidence. The relative paucity of unambiguously resultative Latin passives in the Tatian translation, and of both unambiguously stative and resultative Latin passives in the Isidor translation, places important limits on the conclusions that can be drawn from such cases. I acknowledge this weakness in the study, and I am grateful to the reviewer for pointing it out.
Appendix -Breakdown of OHG passives according to different readings of ambiguous Latin passives I set out below two pairs of tables, one pair for the OHG Tatian and one for the OHG Isidor. In the first table of each pair, I give the breakdown of uuesan and uuerdan passives for each Aktionsart category, and show the numbers of ambiguous cases. These tables come from pages 97 and 171 of the book respectively. In the second table in each pair I show how this distribution can be analysed, first, by excluding the ambiguous cases (as I did in the study) and, second, by including them. To illustrate the effect of classifying the ambiguous cases in different ways I show the reviewer's approach, and then an approach with the opposite classification. When showing the reviewer's approach I have not taken the percentages she used, but those calculated using consistent samples, as explained in "Errors and inconsistencies" above. In these ‚Analysis' tables I have focused only on the passives with eventive and stative Aktionsart, as these were the ones discussed by the reviewer, and I have excluded passives with resultative Aktionsart. Columns 1 and 2 of the ‚Analysis' tables show the percentages of uuesan and uuerdan passives that translate eventive or stative Latin passives assuming that all ambiguous Latin passives are excluded, reflecting the approach I took in the book. This shows that, in the Tatian, eventive passives are translated with either OHG copular verb, while stative passives are overwhelmingly translated with uuesan; but that in the Isidor, eventive passives are translated only with uuerdan, and stative passives are translated only with uuesan.
In columns 3 and 4 the ambiguous passives are included according to the approach of the reviewer; that is, when the eventive percentage is calculated, ambiguous Latin passives with a possible eventive reading are read as eventive, while when the stative percentage is computed, ambiguous passives with a possible stative reading are read as stative. According to this reading the evidence is more mixed than that in columns 1 and 2, and shows preferences by the translators to use one copular verb or the other for each Aktionsart, but not exclusive preferences.
Columns 5 and 6 show a treatment of the ambiguous Latin passives which is the opposite of that of the reviewer. Under this treatment, when the eventive percentages are calculated, ambiguous Latin passives are not read as eventive, while when the stative percentages are calculated, ambiguous Latin passives are not read as stative. Columns 5 and 6, like columns 1 and 2, show that, in the Tatian, eventive passives are translated with either copular verb, while stative passives are overwhelmingly translated with uuesan; but that in the Isidor, eventive passives are translated only with uuerdan, and stative passives are translated only with uuesan.
